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June 22, 2022 at 2:00 P.M. Meeting called to order by President Moss 

 

In Attendance 
Moss 
Goulatia 
Loftness 
Parsakian 
Quintanilla 
 
Hornstein (DPW) 
Lucas (DOMI) 
 

Staff Present 
Minnaert 
Cavalline 
 

Agenda Items Covered in These Minutes 
 

Item Page Number 

1. Pittsburgh Pedestrian Wayfinding Locations 1-3 

2. South Side Park Public Art 3-4 

 
 

A. Approval of Minutes 
 

The approval of the minutes took place between the first and second Items for Review.  
 
Moss asks Commissioners to review and comment on minutes from May 2022. Loftness motions to 

approve the minutes, seconded by Goulatia. All ayes. Motion carries.   

 
 

B. Items for Review 
 
1.    Pittsburgh Pedestrian Wayfinding Locations – Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership 

Final Decision 
 

The design of the wayfinding system previously received Final Approval, with the condition that the 
final locations were reviewed at a separate hearing. The locations were presented at the May 2022 
hearing, at which time the Commission tabled the proposal in order to further review the locations and 
issue a decision. Chris Watts and Kathryn Schlesinger are present to represent PDP. 

 
Moss says he recognizes that a lot has gone into this and that not only the Art Commission but other 

entities are giving it a thorough review, although each entity is looking at it for different reasons.  
 
Jonathan Russell of Carnegie Museums gives public comment by reading a letter of support from 

Carnegie Museums President Steven Knapp. 
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Bob Reppe of Carnegie Mellon University gives public comment in support of the project. 
 
Cate Irvin of Oakland Business Improvement District gives public comment in support of the project. 
 
Todd Turner of UPMC gives public comment in support of the project. 
 
Mike Madden of Pittsburgh Innovation District gives public comment in support of the project. 
 
Georgia Petropoulos of Oakland Business Improvement District gives public comment in support of 

the project and speaks as a project partner about the process of arriving at the proposed locations.  
 

Moss thanks Loftness for her work in reviewing the individual locations since the last hearing. He 
mentions that the reason for their review of the locations is because at the previous review in 2018, the 
Art Commission had concerns about the quantity and placement of the items. He says that the 
Commission is always concerned with preventing visual clutter and ensuring safety.  

 
Loftness echoes Moss’s statements and says that while the introduction of the wayfinding system is a 

benefit, she is looking at visual impact, safety issues, and redundancy of poles. She describes her review 
of the locations against these criteria. Specific points of her review are: 1) for any items on new poles, the 
possibility for them to be placed on an existing pole within twenty feet of the proposed site; 2) the 
possibility for adjacent visual clutter to be reduced when a new sign is put up; 3) pedestrians not being 
made to zigzag around street elements; and 4) the possibility of landscape materials around kiosks.  

 
Moss agrees with Loftness’s comments and estimates that about 2/3 of the proposed locations are 

acceptable, but about 1/3 fall under the questions posed by Loftness. He notes that it has been nearly 
four years since the previous Art Commission approval for this project, but that they want to take the time 
to make sure that they get it right. He suggests that Loftness’s work be continued by an Art Commission 
task force that will come back to the Commission with a recommendation for approval or disapproval for 
each location.  

 
Parsakian says that he has reviewed each location and agrees with the previous comments. He asks 

if the Cultural Trust is in support of the proposal. He supports the system as a whole but questions 
whether some of the locations would enhance the experience of a pedestrian.  

 
Goulatia asks whether DOMI has a standard for how many poles can be in a given area. Lucas says 

that DOMI is invested in not having too many poles in the right-of-way. She says there is not a standard, 
but they utilize best practices for items such as bike racks or fire hydrants. She says that she understands 
the concerns for the number of signs, but says that for wayfinding to work, there has to be a critical 
amount of signage for the system to function.  

 
Goulatia asks if DOMI will review each location. Lucas says yes, the items in the public right-of-way 

would be subject to DOMI approval before being reviewed by PennDOT. She also mentions that there is 
federal funding for this project and that DOMI is the recipient.  

 
Watts thanks them for their thorough review. He says that the Cultural Trust has been a part of 

discussions since the beginning and have reviewed and approved of all locations. He says that the 
guiding principles stated by Loftness are the same principles that they have used throughout their 
planning and identification of the locations.  

 
Moss says that if they were to approve this, it would be without a complete review by the 

Commission. He suggests that a few Commissioners conduct the thorough review and return to the 
Commission with a recommendation for each location.  

 
Lucas says that there is over one million dollars of funding through PennDOT that DOMI is the 

recipient of, and they have a concern for timeliness. Moss says that it has been four years since the 
Commission asked them to return for location review. Lucas asks whether this shouldn’t be reviewed as a 
Citywide standard, as it is cumbersome for the Commission to review this many locations, and the project 
has the goal of being expanded into other neighborhoods in the future. Moss says that they do not 
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normally review this many individual locations, but reiterates that in 2018 the Commission had concerns 
for the quantity of items.  

 
Loftness asks why new poles are proposed for sites where there is an existing pole nearby. She says 

that would take care of a majority of the locations that there are issues with. She says that kiosks are 
another matter because they tend to be placed in critical paths. Moss agrees that all locations proposed 
for existing poles seem acceptable to him. Watts says that in regards to the timeline mentioned 
previously, they are required to follow federal guidelines in order to use federal funds, and there is an 
great amount of due diligence required by the neighborhood groups that were facilitating this project, 
particularly through the pandemic. They also spent a great deal of time considering each location 
according to criteria similar to that stated by Loftness, as well as other concerns. He says they’d welcome 
the chance to work with the Commission on each location, but there may be difficulty in their reviewing 
each location without the context of all of the previous stakeholder input that has led to each location 
decision.  

 
Minnaert asks if it’s possible to consider approving those locations that don’t seem to have any 

issues. Moss asks if a partial approval is helpful to the applicant. Watts says it would be helpful. He asks if 
it is possible for them to have a work session to go over each location with a Commissioner.  

 
Goulatia asks if they can approve the signage on existing poles. The other Commissioners agree. 

Parsakian states his concerns with some of the kiosks. He says that he will work with Loftness on the 
review of the other locations. Watts says they are glad to work on any path forward. He says that if there 
is an existing pole near to a proposed new pole, then there was always a reason that a new pole was 
proposed. He says that DOMI’s final diligence and clearances will also be thorough and will take a 
considerable amount of time.  

 
MOTION: 1) Final Approval for the items of the Pittsburgh Pedestrian Wayfinding program 

which are sited on an existing light pole or existing traffic signal pole. 2) Table the proposal for 
the items at all other locations.  

 
The Commission will establish a task force to further review these remaining items and provide a 

recommendation to the Commission at the next hearing.  
 

MOVED BY: Moss 
SECONDED BY: Loftness 
IN FAVOR: Goulatia, Parsakian   
OPPOSED:  None 
RECUSED: Quintanilla 

 
 

2.   South Side Park Public Art – Public Art & Civic Design Division 
Conceptual Review 
 
Artist Carin Mincemoyer presents her proposal for a Percent For Art project in coordination with 

Phase 1 renovations of South Side Park. 
 
Goulatia asks if the mirrored surface is aluminum. Mincemoyer says the dome will probably be 

stainless steel, or possibly aluminum. She says it will depend on what is durable and economical. 
Goulatia asks if she has thought of light emanating from it at night. Mincemoyer says that hadn’t been 
considered, but light from above may be better if lighting was incorporated. Loftness says there could be 
Dark Sky issues if it was lit from below. Loftness says that they do not have a final list of materials. She 
says that Mincemoyer should think through maintenance over time.  

 
Goulatia asks if she has considered the metal dome just sitting on the ground, so that leaves aren’t 

collected. Mincemoyer says that she would address this by the shape of the lip before eliminating the well 
completely. Goulatia asks how big this will be. Mincemoyer says that the interior diameter would be six 
feet wide and it would be three feet high.  
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Moss says it’s a lovely idea and he is in support conceptually. He says that people will inevitably 
climb on it so it will need to support that.  

 
Parsakian compliments the project. He encourages using a metal chrome finish for longevity. 

 
MOTION: Final Approval 
 
MOVED BY: Parsakian 
SECONDED BY: Goulatia 
IN FAVOR: All  
OPPOSED:  None 
 
 

C. Correspondence 
 

Minnaert notes that there is a cut-off for monthly correspondence and they received several pieces for 
last month’s agenda items that were received after the cut-off and forwarded to the Commission with the 
next batch. She notes a letter regarding designs for a City flag which was appropriately forwarded on to 
the administration.  

 
Loftness mentions correspondence addressing the approved Art in Parks project at the Schenley 

Sportsplex. They discuss the location of this Art in Parks project, which was approved at the previous 
month’s hearing, and the need for maintenance of the bathroom building. Minnaert says that she will 
follow up with DPW on the matter. 

 
Minnaert says there were no Over-The-Counter reviews in the last month.  
 
Loftness asks if they are able to share their findings and comments with the Pittsburgh Downtown 

Partnership before the next hearing to give them time to respond. Minnaert says she will follow up on this.   
 
 

D. Public Comment 
 

None. 
 
 

E. Director & Staff Report 
 

Cavalline mentions the asphalt art mural that had been installed on Ellsworth Avenue in 2018. He 
says that in addition to the substantial wear from traffic, part of the artwork has been paved over, so the 
artwork has likely reached the end of its lifespan. He says that they would like to move forward with 
cleaning or repaving the area. Loftness asks if a new piece can be commissioned. Cavalline says it is 
possible, but there is not a program in place to fund a new piece of artwork currently. Parsakian notes the 
importance of the artwork and location as a commemoration of queer history. They discuss the 
procedures and possibilities of limited-term art and the possibilities of a new piece of artwork at this 
location. The Art Commission discusses advocating for a more permanent commemorative artwork at this 
location.  

 
They discuss the number of projects at the last hearing and the possibility of limiting the number of 

applicants each month.  
 

 

F. Adjournment 
 

The meeting adjourned at 4:08 P.M. 


